REMARKS 



In the Final Office Action of March 16, 2007, claims 1-5, 7, 8, 10-14, 17-21, 24- 
26 and 29-37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by 
5 Doi et al. (US 2004/0009738A1). Claims 1-5, 7, 8, 10-14, 17, 18, 24-26 and 29-37 were 
also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by White et al. (US 
6,626,744). Claims 1-3 were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being 
anticipated by Jeong (US 6,942,545). Claims 1-8 were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by Yamashita (US 5,924,916). Furthermore, 
10 claims 6, 9, 15,16, 22, 23, 27 and 28 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over Doi et al. in view of Bowman et al. (US 6,309,279). 

In response to the Office Action, Applicant has not amended any claims to place 
the claims in better condition for Appeal. Thus, no claim amendments need to be 
15 entered. However, Applicant respectfully asserts the independent claims 1, 10, 17, 24, 
29, 30, 33 and 35 are not anticipated by any of the relevant cited references, as explained 
below. In view of the following remarks, Applicant respectfully asserts that the 
independent claims 1, 10, 17, 24, 29, 30, 33 and 35, as well as the dependent claims 2-9, 
11-16, 18-23, 25-28, 31, 32, 34, 36 and 37, are in condition for allowance. 

20 

I. Patentability of Independent Claims 1, 10, 17, 24. 29. 30. 33 and 35 

In response to Applicant's previous arguments filed on December 12, 2006, the 
Office Action has merely provided a conclusory statement that "[t]he prior art show a 

25 load and unload cup which pivots" without any references to specific elements in the 

cited references. In the previous response, Applicant has presented arguments explaining 
why each of the cited references does not disclose "load-and-unload cup configured to be 
pivoted... ," which is recited in the independent claim 1, as well as the independent claims 
29, 30 and 35. The conclusory statement of the Office Action does not properly address 

30 these arguments. Furthermore, other arguments with respect to at least the independent 
claims 10, 17 and 33 have not been addressed in the present Office Action. Thus, the 
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Office Action has not answered the substance of Applicant's previous arguments, as 
required under MPEP 707.07(f). Therefore, Applicant repeats the previous substantive 
arguments herein and requests that the examiner provide an answer to each of these 
arguments. 

5 

Since the present Office Action does not answer each of the substantive 
arguments, Applicant respectfully submits that the finality of the present Office Action is 
premature . Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the finality of the present 
Office Action be withdrawn. 

10 

A. Independent Claims 1, 29, 30 and 35 

Each of the independent claims 1, 29, 30 and 35 recites at least one "load-and- 
unload cup configured to be pivoted..." which is not disclosed in the cited references of 
15 Doi et al, White et al., Jeong and Yamashita. 

With respect to the cited reference of Doi et al., the Office Action states on page 2 
that this cited reference discloses "loading and unload cups (35 a-b)." However, in 
paragraph [0033] of the cited reference of Doi et al., the cited elements 35 A and 35B are 

20 referred to as " dressing devices " that are used "to dress a polishing pad on each of the 
polishing platens 34A, 34B, 34C." These "dressing devices" are not used to transfer 
objects, such as wafers, as is the case for the claimed "load-and-unload cup." Thus, 
these "dressing devices" are clearly not equivalent to the claimed "load-and-unload cup" 
as recited in claims 1, 29, 30 and 35. Thus, these claims 1, 29, 30 and 35 are not 

25 anticipated by the cited reference of Doi et al. 

With respect to the cited reference of White et al., the Office Action states on 
page 3 that this cited reference discloses "loading and unload cups (166&172)." 
However, in column 3, lines 7-15, of the cited reference of White et al, the cited element 
30 166 is referred to as " a conventional robot " that is "commonly used to transfer 
substrates of wafers 126 into and out of and one or more wafer cassettes 168." In 
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addition, in column 3, lines 16-17, of the cited reference of White et al, the cited element 
172 is referred to as " an edge grip robot ." Applicant notes herein that the element 126 
on the robot 166 is a substrate or a wafer, as described in column 3, lines 9-10, of White 
et al. Thus, these "robots" are clearly not equivalent to the claimed "load-and-unload 
5 cup" as recited in claims 1, 29, 30 and 35. In fact, the cited reference of White et al. 
discloses "load cups 164". However, these load cups 164 of White et al. are configured 
to be moved linearly, as shown in Fig. 1, and not "configured to be pivoted," as recited in 
claims 1, 29, 30 and 35. Thus, claims 1, 29, 30 and 35 are not anticipated by the cited 
reference of White et al. 

10 

With respect to the cited reference of Jeong, the Office Action states on page 3 
that this cited reference discloses "the invention as claimed in claims 1-3" without any 
reasoning or analysis . The cited reference of Jeong docs disclose a wafer load/unload 
cup unit 1202, as illustrated in Fig. 12. As stated in column 10, lines 29-31, "[f]he 
15 semiconductor wafers are transported to and from the wafer unload/load cup unit by the 
wafer transport arm 108." Therefore, this wafer load/unload cup unit 1202 of Jeong is 
NOT "configured to be pivoted," as recited in claims 1, 29, 30 and 35. Thus, claims 1, 
29, 30 and 35 are not anticipated by the cited reference of Jeong. 

20 With respect to the cited reference of Yamashita, the Office Action states on page 

3 that this cited reference discloses "the invention as claimed in claims 1-8" without any 
reasoning or analysis . The cited reference of Yamashita discloses transfer apparatus 3a- 
3c. However, the cited reference of Yamashita does not disclose the claimed "load-and- 
unload cup," as recited in claims 1, 29, 30 and 35. Thus, these claims 1, 29, 30 and 35 

25 are not anticipated by the cited reference of Yamashita. 

Furthermore, with respect to the independent claim 1, none of the cited references 
discloses the limitations of "a load-and-unload cup configured to be pivoted to said 
object carrier about a pivoting point over said polishing surface so that said object can 
30 be transferred from said load-and-unload cup to said object carrier to said object 
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carrier" (emphasis added), which further supports Applicant's position that the 
independent claim 1 is not anticipated by the cited references. 

B. Independent Claim 1 0 

5 

The independent claim 10 recites in part "pivoting an object to be polished to an 
object carrier about a pivoting point over a polishing surface,'" which is not disclosed in 
the cited reference of Doi et al. and White et al. The cited reference of Doi et al. 
discloses in paragraph [0045] that "[t]he polishing head 38A waits in advance above the 

10 relaying position T A , and the wafer W is passed to the polishing head 38A from the 
loading table." Thus, the cited reference of Doi et al. does not disclose "pivoting an 
object to be polished to an object carrier about a pivoting point over a polishing 
surface," as recited in claim 10. The cited reference of White et al. discloses in column 
3, lines 28-31 that "the shuttle 162 transfers the unpolished wafer 126 from the load cup 

15 164 to the drive system 104." The drive system 104 includes polishing heads 124 and 
125. As illustrated in Fig. 1, the movement of the shuttle 162 to the drive system 104 is 
linear. Thus, the cited reference of White does not disclose "pivoting an object to be 
polished to an object carrier about a pivoting point over a polishing surface," as recited 
in claim 10. Consequently, claim 10 is not anticipated by either the cited references of 

20 Doi et al. and White et al. 

C. Independent Claim 17 

The independent claim 17 recites in part "a load-and-unload cup configured to be 
25 moved between said first and second object carriers to transfer one of said first and 

second objects to one of said first and second object carriers," which is not disclosed in 
the cited reference of Doi et al. and White et al. As explained above in Section A, the 
cited reference of Doi et al. discloses "dressing devices" 35 A and 35B, which are not 
equivalent to the claimed "load-and-unload cup," as recited in claim 1 . Thus, the cited 
30 reference of Doi et al. does not disclose "a load-and-unload cup," as recited in claim 17. 
The cited reference of White et al. does disclose "load cups 164". However, these load 
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cups 164 of White et al. are not "configured to be moved between said first and second 
object carriers" as recited in claim 17. Thus, the cited reference of Doi et al. does not 
disclose "a load-and-unload cup," as recited in claim 17. Consequently, claim 17 is not 
anticipated by the cited references of Doi et al. and White et al. 

5 

D. Independent Claim 24 

As amended, the independent claim 24 recites in part "moving said load-and- 
unload cup to a first object carrier, including pivoting said load-and-unload cup," which 

10 is not disclosed in the cited reference of Doi et al. and White et al. As explained above in 
Section A, the cited reference of Doi et al. discloses "dressing devices" 35 A and 35B, 
which are not equivalent to the claimed "load-and-unload cup" as recited in claim 24. 
The cited reference of Doi et al. does not mention any pivoting motion. Thus, the cited 
reference of Doi et al. does not disclose "moving said load-and-unload cup to a first 

15 object carrier, including pivoting said load-and-unload cup," as recited in claim 24. The 
cited reference of White et al. does disclose "load cups 164". However, these load cups 
164 of White et al. do not pivot. Thus, the cited reference of Doi et al. does not disclose 
"moving said load-and-unload cup to a first object carrier, including pivoting said load- 
and-unload cup," as recited in claim 24. Consequently, claim 24 is not anticipated by the 

20 cited reference of Doi et al. and White et al. 

E. Independent Claim 33 

The independent claim 33 recites in part "pivoting a first object to be polished to 
25 a first object carrier positioned over a polishing surface and a second object to be 

polished to a second object carrier positioned over said polishing surface" which is not 
disclosed in the cited reference of Doi et al. and White et al. The cited reference of Doi 
et al. discloses in paragraph [0045] that "[f]he polishing head 38A waits in advance above 
the relaying position Ta, and the wafer W is passed to the polishing head 38A from the 
30 loading table." The cited reference of Doi et al. does not mention any pivoting motion. 
Thus, the cited reference of Doi et al. does not disclose "pivoting a first object to be 
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polished to a first object carrier positioned over a polishing surface and a second object 
to be polished to a second object carrier positioned over said polishing surface," as 
recited in claim 33. The cited reference of White et al. discloses in column 3, lines 28-31 
that "the shuttle 162 transfers the unpolished wafer 126 from the load cup 164 to the 
5 drive system 104." The drive system 104 includes polishing heads 124 and 125. As 
illustrated in Fig. 1, the movement of the shuttle 162 to the drive system 104 is linear. 
Thus, the cited reference of White does not disclose "pivoting a first object to be polished 
to a first object carrier positioned over a polishing surface and a second object to be 
polished to a second object carrier positioned over said polishing surface" as recited in 
10 claim 33. Consequently, claim 33 is not anticipated by the cited references of Doi et al. 
and White et al. 

Furthermore, the cited references of Doi et al. and White et al. disclose polishing 
heads that are each positioned over a different polishing surface. Thus, these cited 
15 references do not disclose "a first object carrier positioned over a polishing surface " and 
"a second object carrier positioned over said polishing surface, " as recited in claim 33. 
Consequently, claim 33 cannot be anticipated by the cited references of Doi et al. and 
White et al. 

20 II. Patentability of Dependent Claims 2-9, 1 1-16. 18-23. 25-28. 31. 32. 34. 36 and 37 

Each of the dependent claims 2-9, 1 1-16, 18-23, 25-28, 31, 32, 34, 36 and 37 
depends on one of the independent claims 1, 10, 17, 24, 29, 30, 33 and 35. As such, these 
dependent claims include all the limitations of their respective base claims. Therefore, 
25 Applicant submits that these dependent claims are allowable for at least the same reasons 
as their respective base claims. 



30 
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Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the claims in view of the claim 
amendments and the remarks made herein. A notice of allowance is earnestly solicited. 

5 

Respectfully submitted, 
In Kwon Jeong 

Date: May 16, 2007 By: /thomas h. ham/ 

10 Thomas H. Ham 

Registration No. 43,654 
Telephone: (925) 249-1300 
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